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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 05 July 2007 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3)D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 



Disposition of Claims 

4) [>sl Claim(s) 9y16 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration w 

5) D Claim(s) ^ is/are allowed. J /f J* 7 ' 

6) E3 Claim(s) 9-16 is/are rejected. * 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 13 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) EX] The drawing(s) filed on 16 July 2004 is/are: a)E3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. §119 

12) £3 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
aM AN b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.[X] Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Art Unit: 3654 

DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

Claim 10 deemed as containing allowable subject matter, yet objected to as 
being dependent upon a rejected base claim, per the previous office action mailed 4 
April 2007, is herein rejected over prior art of reference that was previously cited as 
pertinent to the applicant's disclosure. 



Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Page 6 of 14, 
Line 7, the modifier "pertaining" of "of the pertaining force limiting device" is ambiguous 
as to what the force limiting device is to pertain. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 9 and 16 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 16 recites the limitation "said belt retractor", wherein the limitation is 
preferably written as "said safety belt retractor". 

In Claim 9, Line 6, the term "adapted to" is objected, in that an element that is 
"adapted to" perform a function is not a positive limitation and only requires the ability to 
so perform, in re Hutchinson 69 USPQ 138. 

Appropriate corrections are required. 
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Art Unit: 3654 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

il 

Claims 9 and *4 - 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Huber (6,416,006) in view of Carpenter et al (5,794,878) and in 
further view of Kariya (5,718,309). 

Re: Claims 9, Huber disclose: 

• A belt shaft (50, Fig. 1) has a carrier (12) for a belt strap (14) to be wound 
thereon; 

• A blocking mechanism (16, 20 and 34) for said belt shaft that is actuatable in 
at least one of a vehicle and a belt strap sensitive manner (Col. 3, Line 27), 
wherein said blocking mechanism comprises a ratchet wheel (34) mounted on 
said belt shaft and is deflected radially; 

• A force limiting device (30, 32, 28) comprises a housing (28) and an inner 
space (30); 

• A central shaft (28) that is disposed on an end of said belt shaft and extends 
around said belt shaft, wherein upon actuation of said force limiting device, 
said central shaft is adapted to be coupled with said belt shaft via said ratchet 
wheel (Col. 4, Lines 21 - 28), wherein said housing of said force limiting 
device is formed by an outer housing wall and said central shaft, wherein said 
central shaft is provided with a radially extending shoulder that forms an end 
wall of said housing, and wherein on said shoulder said central shaft is 
provided with at least one socket (30) that extends in a peripheral direction 
and projects axially into said inner space; 

• A cover (depicted, not numbered) that is secured to said housing across form 
said central shaft, wherein said shaft is provided with at least one counter 
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socket (accommodating threaded members, not numbered) that is radially 
offset from said at least one socket, wherein said at least one socket is 
coupled to said belt shaft in the event of a blocking so that due to relative 
movement and cooperation between said at least one counter socket, a 
biasing medium is forced between surfaces of said cover and said socket of 
said housing; 

however, Huber is silent regarding a viscous medium. 

Attention is directed to Carpenter et al who teach their cover (70, Fig. 3) secured 
to their housing (42) across from their central shaft (78) and both their cover and central 
shaft having sockets (76 and regions approximate 78, respectively), said sockets filled 
with a viscous medium, wherein at least one socket is coupled to their belt shaft (16) so 
that due to relative movement and cooperation between their at least one counter 
socket and said at least one socket, said medium is forced between surfaces of said 
cover and said socket of said housing. 

In as much as the force limiting device of Carpenter et al becomes effective in 
the absence of a blocking, the concept of viscous medium forced between specifically 
oriented surfaces upon either the protraction or retraction of their belt shaft is taught. 

However, Carpenter et al are silent with respect to at least two sockets. 

Attention is directed to Kariya who teaches his at least two sockets (5) that 
project axially into an inner space of his housing (14) and wherein his counter sockets 
(14) engage between said sockets, whereby his medium "... is fully and uniformly filled 
in the spaces ... to obtain a desired damper effect for a long time" (Abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
reference of Huber with the teachings Carpenter et al and Kariya to utilize a viscous 
medium as an ancillary or primary means of force limitation, wherein multiple sockets 
and counter sockets are used for uniform, prolonged damping, the latter for the benefit 
of performance. 
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Re: Claims 9 and 11, Huber, Carpenter et al and Kariya disclose their respective 
socket(s) as a component(s) of a socket type piston that is disposed in their respective 
inner space of their respective housing and is positively connected with their respective 
central shaft. 

Re: Claims 9 and 12, Huber, Carpenter et al and Kariya disclose their respective 
socket(s) wherein their respective socket(s) extends over a partial periphery of their 
respective central shaft. 

Re: Claims 9 and 13, Huber, Carpenter et al and Kariya disclose their respective 
two oppositely disposed socket sections (Fig. 4). 

Re: Claims 9 and 14, Huber discloses his central shaft; however, he is silent 
about his central shaft supported against said outer housing wall of said force limiting 
device as well as a bearing ring. 

Attention is directed to Carpenter et al who teach their central shaft supported 
against their outer housing wall of their housing of their force limiting device via a 
bearing ring (82) that is interposed between said central shaft and said housing wall, in 
order to provide sealing means to avoid leakage of their viscous medium. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
reference of Huber with the teaching of Carpenter et al to properly contain a fluid. 

Re: Claims 9 and 15, Huber discloses his central shaft; however, he is silent 
about a bearing ring disposed between his central shaft and his cover of said housing of 
said force limiting device. 

Attention is directed to Carpenter et al who teach a bearing ring (86) that is 
disposed between their central shaft and their cover of their housing of their force 
limiting device and wherein said cover extends around said central shaft, in order to 
provide sealing means to avoid leakage of their viscous medium. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
reference of Huber with the teaching of Carpenter et al to properly seal a fluid. 
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Re: Claims 9 and 16, Huber is silent regarding his outer housing wall having an 
end that extends around his cover as well as radially extending projections that engage 
receiving means formed on his housing. 

Attention is directed to Carpenter et al who teach their outer housing wall (64) of 
their housing of their force limiting device provided with radially extending holes that, in 
the manner of a bayonet closure, engage in receiving means formed on said cover of 
said belt retractor whereby said cover has ends that extend around said outer housing. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
reference of Huber with the teaching of Carpenter et al to provide a properly secured 
and supported means of attaching the cover to ensure the isolation of a viscous fluid. 

Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide said outer housing with radially extending 
projections since it has been held that a merely reversal of the essential working parts 
of a device involves only routine skill in the art. In re Einstein, 8 USPQ 167. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 5 July 2007, other than with respect to the rejection of 
Claim 16 as to its lack of antecedent basis, did not traverse the rejections of the 
previous office action. 

The matter with respect to lack of antecedent basis has been reconsidered as 
objectionable for the purpose of clarity. 

Again, upon review of the prior art cited as pertinent to the applicant's disclosure, 
the examiner has reconsidered the claim language in view of the cited reference above. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Blake et al (4,815,674) and Stoffel (3,648,946) are cited for 
reference of a safety belt retractor having a force limiting device comprising a viscous 
medium wherein the force limiting device becomes effective in the event of a blocking 
and a force limiting device comprising a viscous medium wherein the force limiting 
device becomes effective to delay an event of a blocking, respectively. 
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Art Unit: 3654 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stefan Kruer whose telephone number is 571.272.5913. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Cuomo can be reached on 571.272.6856. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571.273.8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll-free). 
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